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G437-1
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on this topic.

G437-2
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 1.2.5 (in Section 1.2, Project Purpose,
Need, and Objectives), and Section 3.3, Alternatives Eliminated
from Further Analysis, contain revised text on this topic. Under
NEPA and the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be
considered to permit a reasoned choice of alternatives with respect
to their environmental impacts.

Information on the alternatives has been added in several sections.
However, NEPA and the CEQA do not dictate an amount of
information to be provided but rather prescribe a level of treatment,
which may in turn require varying amounts of information to enable
reviewers and decision-makers to evaluate and compare
alternatives.

As discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, energy conservation and
use of renewable energy sources do not meet the projected energy
needs of California, as determined by the California Energy
Commission. The projected energy gap is to be filled by seeking
additional supplies of natural gas, including LNG. The project goal
of fulfilling California's and the nation's short- and mid-term natural
gas supply needs or diversifying the supply of natural gas should
be viewed in this context.

Section 3.2 identifies the range of alternatives considered. Section
3.3 discusses 18 potential locations for the deepwater port. It builds
on previous California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated
nearly 100 locations. In addition, Table 3.2-1 identifies six
alternative technologies that are evaluated.

It should be noted that the selection of the No Action (No Project)
Alternative by decision-makers would maintain, for an
indeterminate time, the status quo of California's existing and
projected energy supply mix, including conservation and renewable
energy sources. Decision-makers have discretion in this matter.

G437-3
Appendix C1 contains the revised Independent Risk Assessment
(IRA). The Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories
conducted an independent review of various risk analyses, and
determined the one most appropriate for this project. Appendix C2
contains Sandia National Laboratory's review of the IRA. Section
4.2 contains revised text and analyses on this topic, based on the



Sandia sanctioned IRA.

G437-4
See the response to Comment G437-3.
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G437-5
Section 4.19 addresses environmental justice impacts, and Section
1.2.4 discusses the foreign source of natural gas.

G437-5.1
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

G437-5.2
See the response to comment G437-2, regarding Sections 3.2 and
3.3.

G437-5.3
Section 1.2.3 discusses this topic.
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G437-5.4
The revised Section 1.2 contains additional information on the
purpose, need, and objectives of the proposed Project.

G437-6
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in



imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

G437-7
Section 1.2 contains revised text on this topic.

G437-8
The environmental impacts of the proposed Project are disclosed in
this document.
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G437-9
Section 1.2.2 contains new information and addresses natural gas
needs in the U.S. For the purposes of this EIS/EIR, forecast
information from the California Energy Commission, and the
Department of Energy, Energy Information Agency. See also
response to Comment G437-2, regarding Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.

G437-10
Section 1.2.3 contains revised text on this topic.

G437-11
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on this topic. The EIS/EIR discusses conservation
measures; however, energy measures that are considered highly
speculative are outside the scope of this document.

G437-12

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 contain revised text on this topic.

G437-13
See the response to Comment G437-1. In addition, stating that the
demand for LNG would be reduced or eliminated by increased
renewables is speculative in light of the information from the
California Energy Commission.
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G437-14
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

G437-15
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

G437-16
See the responses to Comments G437-2 and G437-15.

G437-17
Table 1.4.1 and Section 1.5 contain information on scoping
comments received.

Executive Order 12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major
Federal Actions, requires Federal agencies to consider the potential
environmental effects of major Federal actions that could
significantly affect the global commons outside the jurisdiction of
any nation. Executive Order 12114 is not applicable to the
extraction and development of natural gas in foreign countries.

An evaluation of the Project's environmental effects abroad must
also be viewed within the context of section 15040 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, which specifically defines and correspondingly
limits the authority provided to State and local agencies under the
CEQA.

The Applicant has stated that the source of the natural gas for this
Project would be either Australia, Malaysia, or Indonesia. As these
countries are sovereign nations, the Applicant would be required to
comply with those countries' applicable environmental laws and
regulations pertaining to the extraction and development of natural
gas fields as well as those pertaining to the liquefaction and
transfer of LNG to LNG carriers. Consideration of the Applicant's
compliance with a foreign nation's applicable laws and regulations
is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.

The Applicant has indicated that the Scarborough natural gas field
in the state of Western Australia could be a potential source of
natural gas for the Project. In May 2005, the Honourable Ian
Macfarlane, the Australian Federal Minister for Industry, Tourism
and Resources, stated, "Development of the Scarborough Field and



related support facilities must be carried out in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of both the Australian Government
(federal) and the State Government in Western Australia. Any
activities will be subject to assessment and approvals under the
applicable environmental legislative regimes. These include, among
others, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999, governing matters of national
environmental significance, and, under State legislation, the
Western Australian Environmental Protection Act 1986. The
objectives of the Commonwealth's environmental regulatory
regimes are to provide for the protection of the environment and
ensure that any petroleum activity is carried out in a way that is
consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable
development." (Appendix L contains a copy of this letter.)

Section 1.3 has been revised to include information on Indonesian
and Malaysian environmental requirements that would regulate
impacts related to producing and exporting natural gas. All three
countries have existing LNG liquefaction facilities.
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G437-18
Section 4.13.2.2 addresses the issues of consistency with major
regional and local plans, as known at the time this document is
published. Table 4.13-6 identifies the Project's consistency with
local land use plans.

G437-19
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.
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G437-20
See the response to Comment G437-17 regarding the scope of
required analysis.
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G437-21
See the response to Comment G437-17 regarding the scope of
required analysis.

G437-22
Section 2.2.1 has been updated to include the alternate sources of
natural gas. Also, see the response to Comment G437-17
regarding the scope of the required analysis.

G437-23
See the response to Comment G437-22.
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G437-24
See response to Comment G437-22.
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G437-25
The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical miles from the closest
edge of the traffic separation scheme. The distance to the
centerline of the nearest traffic lane would be consistent with the
navigation practices within such lanes.

G437-26
LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other
vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.

G437-27
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G437-28
The entire corridors within which the pipelines would be located
were evaluated. The pipeline alignments within the identified and
analyzed corridors would be determined during final engineering
design by Southern California Gas.

G437-29



Section 4.8.4 contains information on the types of crossings
proposed at each of the wetlands and water crossings.

G437-30
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G437-31
Section 2.2.1 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-32
The text in Section 2.2.2.3 has been updated to clarify the
proposed throughput of the Project proposed under this license
application.
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G437-33
No additional improvements to the SoCal transmission system
other than those specified in the Project Description (Section 2.0)
are proposed.

G437-34
The text has been updated in Section 2.2.2.3 under "LNG Storage
Facilities."

G437-35
See the response to Comments G437-2 and G437-6. As the lead
Federal agency, MARAD has determined that a reasonable number
of alternatives are discussed in the EIS/EIR. In addition, contrary to
the comment, the proposed Project does not "allow for the
development and production of oil and gas resources off the coast
of California."



2004/G437

G437-36
See the responses to Comments G437-2, G437-6, and G437-35.

G437-37
See responses to Comments G437-2, G437-6, G437-9, G437-13,
and G437-35.
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